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Abstract
The development of new ports in China and the enhancement of port facilities 
in Korea will force major Japanese ports, which were the region’s hub ports until 
the 1980s, to become local feeder ports for entry into East Asia. To consider 
the integration of cargo flow and liner networks, such Japanese ports need to 
collaborate with each other rather than compete with neighboring ports on an 
individual basis. Ports located on Tokyo and Osaka Bays started to share these 
concerns and jointly sought effective measures. It was suggested that they 
could advance their collaboration and be managed by a single port authority 
to strengthen their respective positions. This paper focuses on a strategy for 
container ports, especially those in Japan, for survival during the next stage under 
conditions of harsh competition. 
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I. Introduction 
The changing global business environment has created competition among 
container ports, especially with the development of new ports. According to 
statistics in Containerization International 2009,1) outside Asia, only Dubai and 
Rotterdam are ranked among the top 10 container ports in terms of container 
throughput. As well, six out of the 10 ports are in China. While Singapore, 
Hong Kong and Busan are ranked in the top 5, the world’s second largest port, 
Shanghai, and the emerging ports in China have further increased their container 
throughputs. 
Singapore still retains its status as a transshipment center closely linked to South 
Asian countries, and Hong Kong is positioned as a gateway and re-exporter of 
Chinese cargo. Busan is handling containers of Korea origin and transshipped 
cargo from Chinese ports along the Bay of Bohai and Japan; however, Japanese 
ports completely disappeared from the world’s top 10 ports in the 1990s. 
The mid-1980s was a turning point for Japanese ports. There was an increase 
in production costs in Japan, and the Newly Industrialized Economies urged 
manufacturers to shift plants to low cost nations including China and other 
developing countries. Thus container cargo, originated in China and transshipped 
to trunk line services mostly in Hong Kong and Japan in 1970s and 1980s, shifted 
to regional ports in China or by way of Hong Kong or Busan. Ports in Japan had 
been surpassed by other ports in East Asia because Japan’s pace of economic 
growth and investment in advanced terminals accepting large container carries 
was slow. Since the Great Hanshin-Awaji Earthquake hit Kobe in 1995, the cargo 
flow in East Asia has drastically changed. 
There are so many container ports in Japan and no port is large enough to 
concentrate container cargo and liner network services as a hub port. Indeed, 62 
ports in Japan handle containers and even Tokyo, the largest container port, which 
handled 4.3 million TEU in 2008 decreased to 3.8 million TEU in 2009. Five 
major ports, Tokyo, Yokohama, Nagoya, Kobe and Osaka, each handling more than 
two million TEU annually, compete with each other and with other local ports for 
survival. However, the development of new ports in China and the enhancement 
1) Containerization International Yearbook (2009).
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of port facilities in Korea will force these ports to be local feeder ports into East 
Asia. This paper focuses on a container ports strategy especially for those in Japan 
for application during the next stage of intense regional competition. Analyzing 
some cases of collaboration, it provides effective measures for future collaboration 
between ports. 
II. Competition among container ports
Research on the competition among ports in Asia has been undertaken by 
several researchers. While container port competition in East Asia was widely 
analyzed by Yap et al,2) some earlier studies focused on the competition between 
specific ports in Asia. For instance, competition between Hong Kong and 
Singapore was analyzed by Fung based on a forecast of the demand for container 
handling services.3) Cullinane et al analyzed the development process of container 
terminals in China and its impact on the competitiveness of Hong Kong and 
other neighbor ports in three phases: 1978-1986, 1987-1997 and 1997-2110.4) A 
game-theoretic approach was applied by Anderson et al. to competition between 
Busan and Shanghai.5) In South Korea, it was emphasized by Yap et al that Busan 
appeared to face a greater threat from Kwangyang for increasing its transshipment 
traffic.6)
Newly developed ports have become hub centers supported by economic growth 
in the region and transshipment cargo from neighbor ports when traditional ports 
are trying to add capacity and be more attractive to shipping companies. These 
ports could be embedded in the supply chain system of customers exporting and 
importing cargo as the most effective and efficient channel.
There are various factors related to competition among container ports. 
Influential factors for the competitiveness of a port are summarized as hinterland 
accessibility, productivity, quality, cargo generating effect, reputation and 
reliability by Haezendonck and Notteboom.7) Considering the current situation, 
2) Yap et al. (2006).
3) Fung (2001).
4) Cullinane et al. (2004).
5) Anderson et al. (2008)
6) Yap et al. (2006)
7) Heazendonck and Notteboom (2002).
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the following factors are found as drivers of competition:
● Distance: the distance between ports and the markets they service 
connected by various feeder services are a crucial factor of competition. 
● Cost and Efficiency: shippers and shipping companies compare the cost 
and efficiency of operation between two neighbor ports and select a port of call. 
● Concentration: strategic alliances among shipping companies aim to 
integrate their calling ports and terminals which could concentrate cargo flow as a 
network center for the area.
● Advanced Facility: large-scale-containerships, deployed by a shipping 
company or by an alliance, seek economies of scale and require a deeper and 
spacious port equipped with advanced facilities. 
● Bargaining Power of a customer: a shipping company and an alliance 
carrying large tonnage have more bargaining power to set up their own terminal 
and to negotiate with a port to offer competitive conditions. 
● Bargaining Power of an operator: multi-national port operators tend to 
expand their business scope globally and offer high quality and specialized 
terminal operation services.
The relation between Singapore and Tanjun Pelepas in Malaysia is another 
example of the competition in a single region. The Port of Tanjun Pelepas 
launched its terminal operation in 1999 and reached two million TEU of container 
handling within two years. By 2004, it had reached four million TEU, thanks to 
the shifting of Maersk/Sealand and Evergreen from Singapore. The competitive 
advantage of a port is strengthened by the port itself, but users such as shipping 
companies or alliances can determine a port of call from various choices. The 
case of Tanjun Pelepas indicated that the bargaining power of a major shipping 
company is quite strong.
Another phenomenon is that terminal operators create a rule of games through 
Merger and Acquisition, cooperation and alliances with foreign ports. The market 
of an international container terminal can be dominated by four mega-terminal 
operators while a container terminal is originally owned or operated by a local 
port. Four port operators, PSA, Hutchison Holdings (HPH), APM Terminals, 
and Dubai Port World (DP World) have been investing in the expansion of their 
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territories as multi-national companies. Shipping companies are seeking the 
ultimate hub port for their regional operation. According to the website of each 
company, APM Terminals and HPH are respectively operating 50 terminals 
worldwide, see Table 1: 
<Table 1> Mega-terminal Operaters
APM Terminals Hutchison P.H. DP World PSA
# of terminals 50 50 49 28
# of countries 34 25 31 16
total throughput
(million TEU) 22.8 67.6 43.4 56.9
Source : website of each company
● HPH based in Hong Kong operates the most container terminals among the 
four mega-operators and is in 25 countries. Its total throughput was 67.6 million 
TEU in 2009.
● APM Terminals, a group of the AP Moller-Maersk Group company, also 
operates 50 terminals, in 34 countries, including 24 joint ventures in which it 
participates as a minority share holder.
● DP World started with the operation of the UAE ports, then added foreign 
ports through its acquisition of P&O Marine Services in 2006. It currently owns 
49 terminals in 31 countries.
● PSA Singapore Terminals (PSA) handled 25.1 million TEU of containers in 
just Singapore in 2009, and 56.9 TEU in total at 28 terminals located worldwide.
Heaver et al. focused on the responses of port authorities and terminal 
management companies to the changing market environment and commented 
that the threat of excessive market power by dominant suppliers of port services 
is influenced by the size of the ports and the number of their terminals, the level 
of competition and the potential for new ports and new logistics routings.8) The 
strategy of multinational operators as seen in their geographical expansion and the 
alliance groups operating large numbers of ships may drastically alter the factors 
affecting competition among container ports.
Yap et al. in their analysis on the emergence of new transshipment and gateway 
hubs in Asia suggested that the near future would most likely see Hong Kong, 
8) Heaver et al. (2001).
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Shanghai, Shenzhen, Busan, Kaohsiung, Kobe and Tokyo being the load centers 
in East Asia, while Gwangyang, Qingdao, Ningbo, Xiamen and Kitakyushu 
would enter the foray to vie for a position as East Asia’s premier gateway and 
transshipment center.9) To retain a number of load centers in Japan in the near 
future, ports and the government in Japan need to immediately take effective 
measures.
III. Collaboration of neighbor ports
Since the late 1990s, when ports in China and Korea had heavily invested to 
expand their capacity as container ports, both cargo and liner services have been 
integrated in a limited number of ports. There has been good coordination and 
strategy for port developments and the concentration of cargo. For instance, 
Busan’s share of the nation’s container handling in 2008 was 65.8%, more than 
4-fold that of Inchon, the second of nine container ports in Korea.10) To create a 
regional hub port in a country, the Korean Government’s Policy of investment 
in Busan was quite effective compared with the diversified investment in several 
small and midsize ports by the Japanese Government. Consequently, it is critical 
for container ports in Japan close to these hubs to adopt a strategy for survival. 
Song (2003) proposed a strategic option called co-opetition, the combination 
of competition and cooperation for the port industry and details the case of co-
opetition between container ports in Hong Kong and its neighbor ports in South 
China, especially ports in Shenzhen. 11)
From Song’s case study, it can be seen that ports in the region compete against 
each other, but at the same time, they are working in a cooperative form for 
mutual benefit, whereas Hong Kong would appear to face real competitive 
challenges from ports on the Chinese mainland. Even for major ports, both 
competition and collaboration within the area must be considered when the global 
Supply Chain Management encourages shippers to choose an efficient system of 
‘node and links’ that is not limited to one port. Some port and terminal operators 
are already seeking cooperative measures for mutual benefit.
9) Yap et al. (2006).
10) Statistics of Busan Port Authority
11) Song (2003).
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1. The critical situation for ports in Japan
A significant number of container services currently included calls at Chinese 
ports and bypass Japanese ports. Shuttle services between China and the Pacific 
coast of North America are quite common. As Table 2 indicates, the number of 
calls by trunk line services at major Japanese ports has been gradually decreasing 
in the past 15 years or so. Mother vessels deployed on Asia/Europe services 
and Asia/North America services used to call at Osaka 16 times a week in 1995 
but called only four times in 2008. The port of Osaka is not connected to the 
North American or European markets with a direct service any more. Even if 
large container ships continue to include Japanese ports in their services, they 
call at a limited number of ports. Consequently, Japanese related containers are 
transshipped at Busan instead of being transported from major ports in Japan. 
Since 59 of 62 container ports located in Japan have a regular liner services to 
Busan,12) the level of concentration of container traffic in major Japanese ports has 
been decreasing for the last two decades. 
<Table 2> Number of  Calls by Asia/Europe, Asia/N.America Route
Year 1995 2001 2006 2008
Port of Tokyo 29 25 28 21
Port of Yokohama 31 24 21 18
Port of Nagoya 25 21 18 18
Port of Osaka 16 13 8 4
Port of Kobe 42 29 20 17
Source : MLIT
When Singapore and Hong Kong competed to be the world’s largest container 
port, the number of container handlings in Singapore increased almost 4-fold 
from 7.6 million TEU in 1992 to 29.9 million in 2008, while in Hong Kong 
increased three fold from 7.9 million TEU in 1992 to 24.5 million TEU in 2008. 
Shanghai drastically increased throughput, 37-fold, from 1992 to 2008.13) In the 
same period, the total number of containers handled in Tokyo Bay doubled, but 
combined throughput in Osaka Bay increased only by 30%. The port of Nagoya in 
Ise Bay has been constantly growing as a load center with a strong manufacturing 
base but still remains, essentially, a medium-size port. The most serious situation 
12) The Nikkei, March 15, 2010
13) 718,000 TEU in 1992 and 27.98 million TEU in 2008,Containerization International Yearbook (2009)
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is with Kobe because the 2.6 million TEU of containers handled in 1992 is almost 
unchanged or even decreased a little 16 years later in 2008. 
As Figure 1 shows, the rate of increase of container throughput in Japan is far 
behind the growth seen in other Asian ports.
     <Figure 1> Container Throughput of 3 Bay in Japan
Facing various threats, different levels government and port operators in Japan 
have been seriously concerned about their survival. The Ministry of Land, 
Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT) designated six ports, Tokyo, 
Yokohama, Nagoya, Yokkaichi, Osaka and Kobe, all located in three bays facing 
the Pacific Ocean as a ‘Super Core Port’ in 2004.
  <Figure 2> Location of Major ports 
       in Three Bays and others 
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The target of the Super Core Port concept is by year 2012 to reduce port related 
costs by 30% to match the levels of Busan and Kaohsiung and to shorten the lead 
times for container handling from unloading to dispatching at a terminal from 3 or 
4 days to 1 day to match the period at Singapore. 
To further strengthen the designated ports, the MLIT encourages them to 
improve their port facilities to have them equipped with at least three consecutive 
container berths that are 1,000 meters in length in total, 15 meters in depth, and 
500 meters in width for smooth container handling and stowage, and to form 
mega terminal operators by giving various subsidies and no-interest loans in 2007. 
MLIT also suggested that neighbor ports located in the same bay collaborate with 
each other to increase their competitive advantage as ports. 
To respond to the MLIT’ s proposal, the Port of Kobe constructed three berths 
in total with the depth of 16 meter so that a super-large ship can be berthed, cut 
operation costs by 30%, and shortened cargo loading/unloading time through 
enhanced coordination of their facilities and through the upgrading of the software 
of the port facilities. The port of Yokohama will own the third container terminal 
of 16 meters in depth by 2013.
It transpired that these six core ports could not necessarily have reached the 
target to gain competitiveness with ‘the Super Core Port Initiatives’. Moreover, 
the competitive advantage of major Japanese ports had continually decreasing 
with the aggressive investments by the newly developed ports in Asia.
The MLIT recently proposed a new scheme to increase the competitiveness of 
a limited number of ports as a ‘International Strategic Container Port’ in Japan, 
and will select one or a couple of ports by June, 2010. The requirements for an 
International Strategic Container Port are concentration of containers at the same 
level as a Super Core Port, daily operation of trunk line services, and the deviation 
from a key navigation route being within 1 additional day. It is reported that 
Keihin Port in Tokyo Bay, Hanshin Port in Osaka Bay, the Port of Nagoya and 
North Kyushu Port (the Port of the Hakata and the Port of Kita-kyushu jointly) 
have applied to the International Strategic Container Port Scheme.
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2. The case of KEIHIN PORT
Three ports, Tokyo, Yokohama and Kawasaki, are located in the Keihin Area 
and cover 5,925 ha of land and 15,906 ha of water in Tokyo Bay and handled 
seven million TEU or approximately 40% of the total container traffic in Japan in 
2008. The port of Tokyo primarily handles container cargo while Kawasaki manly 
handles bulk cargo as an industrial port and Yokohama does both. 
In 1997, Yokohama handled 2.35 million TEU, ranking 13th among the World 
Container Ports, while Tokyo handled 2.32 million TEU, ranking as 14th. 
However, 10 years later in 2007, the 4.1 million TEU handled in Tokyo was 
only the 24th and the 3.4 million TEU handled in Yokohama was 28th while the 
number of calls by trunk line services to these ports decreased by one third during 
this period.
As the Tokyo Metropolitan Government, the City of Yokohama and the City of 
Kawasaki share a serious situation in that their three ports could be moved out of 
the key navigation routes, they entered into a Basic Agreement of Collaboration 
in March, 2009. The three governments then formed a structure for wide area 
cooperation to reinforce global competitiveness to pursue one of three targets: 
main port in East Japan, Japan’s hub port competing with Busan, or hub port 
in East Asia. Along with the establishment of the Keihin Ports Wide Area 
Cooperation Promotion Conference by these three ports, the following measures 
could be considered:
1. Reduction of port and harbor costs
2. Enhancement of the ease of use by unifying and simplifying procedures 
necessary for the use of any port
3. Reinforcement of the domestic hub function based on the promotion of 
internal trade and interior distribution system
4. Determination of rational and effective facilities and functions
5. Reaction to social issues such as environmental friendliness, formation of 
water transport systems and crisis control
6. Request for the amendment of rules & regulations and to induce investment 
by the National Government 
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These six subjects could individually considered and put into practice as soon 
as they can be agreed by the parties concerned. Moreover, the three ports jointly 
lobby about their activities to MLIT for support for strengthening joint port 
management, reduction of port related costs, strategic settlement of facilities and 
functions in Tokyo Bay and others in 2008. These three governments will further 
consider collaboration of two port corporations in Tokyo and Yokohama and an 
organization managing three ports in the Tokyo Bay area. Besides these measures, 
joint port sales and promotion at three locations, collaboration with Hachinohe 
Port on feeder cargo connecting at Tokyo Bay, and collecting port dues at a single 
window have already started. 
While this is a rather cautious stance of collaboration, though it is a structural 
measure, the private sector is expected to initiate to take more dynamic action 
as barge transport among the three ports has already been launched. The local 
governments of Tokyo and Yokohama will further consider collaboration of 
their two container port management corporations, respectively the Tokyo 
Port Terminal Corporation, privatized in 2008, and the Yokohama Port Public 
Corporation, which is scheduled to privatize in 2012. This collaboration will have 
a core role in the newly nominated International Strategic Container Port. 
3. The case of HANSHIN PORT
A large portion of domestic transshipped cargo was handled at the Port of Kobe 
in the past, but shifted to Busan after the Great Hanshin Earthquake in January, 
1995. As Table 3 indicates, the transship ratio at Kobe in 1990 was 23.5% but less 
than 1% in 2008, while the total number of containers handled in Kobe have been 
decreasing for the last twenty years. Osaka also faces a serious situation wherein 
almost all of the liner services currently calling at Osaka are intra-Asia trade and 
connect only with Asian ports. The Port of Kobe and the Port of Osaka have 
shared threats that they would become feeder ports connecting container cargo to 
neighbor hub ports, most likely to Busan. 
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<Table 3> Kobe Port : Container Throuchput and Tranship Ratio
(1,000 TEU)
Year 1990 1995 2000 2005 2008
Throuchput 2,596 1,464 2,266 2,262 2,558
Export 1,190 670 1,012 297 1,072
Import 1,199 675 1,027 912 970
Domestic 207 118 227 377 516
Tranship
(T/S RATIO)
609
23.5%
244
16.7%
334
14.7%
30
1.3%
18
0.7%
Source : Port of Kobe
The Port of Kobe is owned by the City of Kobe, the Port of Osaka by the City of 
Osaka and three other industrial ports, the Ports of Amagasaki, Nishinomiya and 
Ashiya all located in the Osaka Bay Area jointly declared themselves as ‘Hanshin 
Port’ in December 2007. 
A working group was set up to expand a comprehensive linkage of four inter-
national trading ports; Kobe, Osaka, Amagasaki-Nishinomiya-Ashiya combined 
and Sakai-Semboku in Osaka Bay. Under the project, the four Osaka Bay ports 
will be treated as a single port, so that they can function more efficiently and 
accept documents in a unified form. Before the declaration in 2007, 62% of 
container carries14) actually called at two or more ports in the area and so were 
required to pay a port charge and tax to each port. Now after the declaration, 
slightly more ships call at more than two ports in the bay, and port dues have been 
cut in half. They start sharing information with customers through a single portal 
site, open a single window to deal with documentation on CIQ and port dues, and 
set up a joint Business Continuity Plan for a time of disaster. 
They are also seeking an efficient organization to manage Hanshin Port instead 
of individual corporations. The Osaka Port Corporation founded in 1982 covers 
construction, leasing, property, management and maintenance of container 
terminals, liner wharves, ferry terminals and their related facilities at the Port of 
Osaka. The Kobe Port Terminal Corporation was established by the City of Kobe 
Government for the purpose of constructing foreign trade and ferry terminals, 
leasing the terminals, maintaining and improving the terminals in compliance 
with the port and harbor master plan authorized by the Port Administrator in 1981. 
It was recently announced that both the Osaka Port Corporation and the Kobe 
14) Ports and Harbors Bureau, Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Tourism and Transport
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Port Terminal Corporation would be privatized at the first stage and plan to merge 
in the future. Although the goal has been presented, neither a specific date for 
merger nor any future plan for the organization has yet been clearly stated. 
IV. Future collaborations among container ports
A few cases of inter-port networking among medium-sized ports in Europe were 
introduced by Notteboom and Winkelman as a ‘peripheral port challenge’ against 
large-scale container ports. The form of inter-port networking includes those 
with satellite locations, inland ports and terminals, and overseas and neighboring 
ports.15)
It is reported, not only in Japan but also in the State of Washington in the U. 
S., where the commissioners from the rival ports of Seattle and Tacoma Port 
discussed collaborations and agreed to form joint working groups. They share 
the idea that both ports are facing competitive threats from the United States East 
Coast ports that are served through the Panama Canal, and Prince Rupert on the 
west coast of Canada.16)
Song suggested that seeking and sustaining the right balance between 
competition and cooperation is a crucial factor for the success of port operators.17) 
Effectiveness and specific measures are expected to assist a stable collaboration 
between ports in an area. In the case of Japanese ports, it has been found that 
some ports have already started or are ready to start joint promotions and port 
sales activities for shippers, simplification of CIQ procedures, transfer of empty 
containers for a balanced inventory at each location and others ideas. For 
further collaboration, joint financing and investment in facilities, integration of 
information systems for documentation and operations could be considered. 
However, these measures do not seem to be sufficient to either increase the 
competitive advantage or bargaining power against shipping companies. As far 
as each port develops its facilities and functions based on its own master plan 
within its jurisdiction, it will be self-contained and not aims to complement with 
15) Notteboom and Winkelman (2001).
16) Traffic World, April 14, 2008
17) Song (2003).
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neighbor ports. For administrators, it is essential that these ports protect their own 
interests. Although there is no time to waste their limited resources by neighbor 
competing against neighbor, it seems essential for administrators of these ports 
that they protect their own interests.
Management by single port authority might be a good choice for small and 
middle size ports competing with each other. It is commonly seen in parts of the 
world that two or more ports are often managed by a single port authority. One of 
the earliest forms of port authority was the Port of London Authority, which was 
established under the Port of London Act in 1909 and manages ports located along 
95 miles of the River Thames. The Virginia Port Authority, the Massachusetts 
Port Authority (Massport) and the Georgia Ports Authority and many others in the 
United States were formed to manage marine terminals individually established 
and sometimes other transport nodes as well within each state. 
Moreover, the cases of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the 
Copenhagen Malmö Port (CMP) are unique because these port authorities manage 
ports beyond their original jurisdictions. The Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey was formed by two state authorities in 1921 as a result of the harsh 
competition among ports in the area, and currently manages not only seaports 
but five airports, bridges, tunnels and bus terminals. Even if a state legislature is 
as powerful and independent as those in the United States, the Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey was established for their mutual interests, as was the 
Port of Malmö and Copenhagen, located in two countries, Sweden and Denmark, 
respectively. It should not be so difficult for neighboring ports to overcome 
differences in their attitudes toward the management of ports under a single port 
authority. 
In Japan, the idea of a port authority was considered in the era of reconstruction 
after World War II and two public port corporations were actually established to 
manage both container terminals and liner terminals in Tokyo Bay and Osaka Bay, 
respectively, at the beginning of containerization in the 1960s. However, these 
two corporations were later restructured and divided into smaller organizations 
through an administrative reform in the 1980s. The Ibaraki Port Authority 
Corporation, established in 2007 to manage three rather small size ports located in 
045
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a same prefecture, is one of the rare cases of a port authority in Japan. The concept 
of a Port Authority has been on ice for more than a half century in Japan. 
To promote cooperation over a wide area, the ports of Keihin and Hanshin 
tentatively discussed a single organization governing the area but no conclusion 
was ever reached about the establishment of a Port Authority.
As Notteboom and Winkelman mentioned, referring to the wide-spread 
‘service port’ concept in the United Kingdom where port authorities have wider 
responsibilities, from investments and terminal operation to the maintenance of 
maritime access routes, a competitive position could be arrived at by possessing a 
commercial attitude, strong mentality and adopting an entrepreneurial culture as 
a port authority.18) The establishment of a port authority is not the only solution, 
but the concentration of strategic planning and its implementation under a single 
management will strengthen the position of ports across an area greater than that 
of each individual port.
V. Conclusions
Reviewing previous studies that mainly focused on major container ports in 
Asia, competition among ports is expected to intensify with the development 
of new ports and the upgrading of facilities at conventional hub centers. In such 
a competitive environment, those ports mainly located in China are supported 
by the expanding hinterland fueling economic growth and enhancing facilities 
responding to the increase in container cargo. 
However, smaller ports close to regional hub centers are required to seek 
collaborations with neighbor ports rather than compete against each other, thus 
putting them in a better position for survival. From the cases of the collaborations 
involving the ports of Keihin and Hanshin in Japan under Japanese Government 
Policy, this study reported that some measures, currently implemented or being 
considered in the near future by port administrators, would not increase the 
competitive advantage of ports and change the environment presently against 
them. If more than two ports located in the same area are combined and create a 
18) Notteboom and Winkelman (2001).
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strategy for survival as a whole, facilities, functions, operators and administrations 
must be considered under a single master plan of port development that will lead 
to the establishment of a single organization governing the ports. 
This is not just the case for the major ports in Japan, but it is also applicable to 
small and medium-sized ports facing threats from nearby expanding hub ports. 
The ports of Hakata and Kitakyushu are located within 70 kilometers of each 
other and are only 200 kilometers from Busan; both are struggling to survive as 
loading centers in west Japan but their separation distance is too close to see them 
as independents.
Since the case is similar to that in Japan, it is interesting to focus on the 
relationship between Busan and Gwangyang, where a number of container 
terminals and the capacity of container handling are rapidly increasing. The 
gradual growth of economy in the region would make these two ports to compete 
each other.
How two neighbor ports in the same country reacted for collaboration and 
competition is another good subject for research into container traffic in the 
region. Collaborations with ports in a neighboring country should also be 
investigated to ascertain if there are potential mutual benefits.*19) 
* Date of Contribution ; May 17, 2010
   Date of Acceptance ; June 11, 2010
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